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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: original application, filed 
1/13/2004. 

2. Claims 1-39 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 14, and 27 are independent 
claims. 



Claim Objections 

3. Claims 28-39 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claims 28- 
39 recite a computer program product and it appears that they should depend from 
independent claim 27 and the subsequent dependent claims. However it appears that 
these claims contain numerous typographical errors, since they are written to depend 
from the system claims of independent claim 14 and its dependent claims. For 
purposes of examination, it is assumed that: 

4. Claims 28, 29, and 31-34 cite: the computer program product of claim 14... but 
should properly depend from claim 27. 

5. Claim 30 cites: the computer program product of claim 16... but should 
properly depend from claim 29. 

6. Claims 35 and 37 cite: the computer program product of claim 21... but should 
properly depend from claim 34. 

7. Claim 36 cites: toe computer program product of claim 22. .. but should properly 
depend from claim 35. 
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8. Claims 38 and 39 cite: the computer program product of claim 24... but should 
properly depend from claim 37. 

9. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

10. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

11. Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

12. In regard to independent claims 1 and 14, claims 1 and 14 are nonstatutory 
because they claim nonfunctional descriptive material and represent abstract ideas 
(Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent Subject Matter 
Eligibility, hereinafter "Interim Guidelines", p. 50-51). Note that merely claiming 
nonfunctional descriptive material, i.e., abstract ideas, stored in a computer-readable 
medium, does not make it statutory since the requisite functionality to satisfy the 
practical application requirement must also be present (Interim Guidelines, p. 51). 

1 3. For example, claim 1 cites: A method for differential dynamic content delivery, 
the method comprising: providing a session document for a presentation, wherein the 
session document includes a session grammar and a session structured document, 

receiving a prerecorded presentation control instruction; selecting from the 
session structured document a classified structural element in dependence upon the 
prerecorded presentation control instruction and in dependence upon user 
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classifications of a user participant in the presentation; and presenting the selected 
structural element to the user. 

As claimed, claim 1 claims a collection of abstract ideas not recorded on a computer- 
readable medium, and thereby claims nonfunctional descriptive material. Similarly, 
while claim 14 claims a system, the system as claimed also represents a collection of 
abstract ideas which are not recorded on a computer readable medium. 

In regard to dependent claims 2-13 and 15-26, claims 2-13 and 15-26 are 
rejected because they add nothing to render the claimed subject matter statutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 1-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bryan etal. (hereinafter "Bryan"), U.S. Patent No. 6,658,414, issued December 
2003, in view of Capra et al. (hereinafter "Capra"), "WebContext: Remote Access 
to Shared Context", ACM International Conference Proceeding Series, Vol. 15, 
Proceedings of the 2001 Workshop on Perceptive User Interfaces, 2001, p. 1-9. 

Independent claim 1 cites: A method for differential dynamic content delivery, 
the method comprising: providing a session document for a presentation, wherein the 
session document includes a session grammar and a session structured document 



Application/Control Number: 10/756,158 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2176 

Bryan teaches a voice portal for dynamic content delivery with a session database 
which maintains the session context and information for the user (Col. 9, 1. 9-14). While 
Bryan does not explicitly teach providing a session document, i.e., a structured 
document, Capra teaches a method for differential dynamic content delivery, enabling 
remotely accessible shared context (p. 1, 2, Sect. 3), with a context grammar including 
session information and grammar, i.e., specifying the time frame in which web pages 
were browsed (p. 6, Sect. 5.2.3, especially, p. 6, Col. 2, par. 7), contained in an XML 
document (p. 5-6, Sect. 5.2.2). Therefore, Capra teaches recording session information 
and a session grammar in a structured document. Further, it was notoriously well 
known in the art at the time of the invention that session information could be recorded 
in both structured documents and database entries. 

Both Bryan and Capra are analogous art, since both are directed toward 
searching and presenting information from the web via a voice interface (Capra, p. 1, 
Col. 2, par. 3; Bryan, Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to apply Capra to Bryan, since Capra teaches 
creating a structured document containing context grammar to help provide access to 
the shared context for other applications (Capra, p. 6, Sect. 5.2.3) thereby increasing 
the portability and accessibility of the shared context (Capra, p. 1, Col. 2, par. 1) and 
Bryan teaches dynamic voice content delivery and would therefore have the benefit of 
the portable shared context and user query method taught by Capra. 

Claim 1 also cites: receiving a prerecorded presentation control instruction; 
selecting from the session structured document a classified structural element in 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/756, 1 58 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2176 

dependence upon the prerecorded presentation control instruction and in dependence 
upon user classifications of a user participant in the presentation; and presenting the 
selected structural element to the user 

Bryan teaches that a user may create a unique, personalized voice portal with 
keywords, and audio macros, i.e., prerecorded presentation control instructions, which 
are linked with user classifications, such as data sources of interest, as well as the user 
identification (Col. 9, 1. 22-60). The user uses the prerecorded keywords or macros to 
access and be presented with presentation elements, such as a stock quote or user 
specified information (Col. 11,1. 6-54). 

Regarding dependent claims 2-3, Bryan teaches that the prerecorded 
presentation control instruction has an associated time stamp (Col. 11,1. 6-17), and that 
the voice macros can be recorded repeatedly (Col. 11,1. 48-54). 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Bryan teaches that the user defines a key 
phrase and optional parameters for invoking a presentation action; and parsing the key 
phrase and parameters against a voice response grammar into a presentation control 
instruction (Col. 9, 1. 40-Col. 10, 1. 22). 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Bryan teaches that the user can associate 
different vocabulary words with different data sources, specify keywords for searching 
the data sources, time intervals of interest, etc. (Col. 9, 1. 40-60), and may select 
structural elements within the portal depending on the presentation action identifier and 
parameters. 
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Regarding dependent claim 6, Bryan teaches that a user may create a unique, 
personalized voice portal with keywords, and audio macros, i.e., prerecorded 
presentation control instructions, which are linked with user classifications, such as data 
sources of interest, as well as the user identification (Col. 9, 1. 22-60). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Bryan teaches that the user specifies a data 
communications protocol for the presentation, and the information is translated and 
transmitted to the user in that protocol (Col. 8, 1. 47-65). 

Regarding dependent claims 8-10, while Bryan teaches a voice portal for 
dynamic content delivery with a session database which maintains the session context 
and information for the user (Col. 9, 1. 9-14), Bryan does not explicitly teach providing a 
session document, i.e., a structured document. However, Capra teaches creating the 
context document, which also contains session information, by extracting information 
from the web presentation documents viewed by a user (p. 3-5, Sect. 5.1). Capra 
teaches using a grammar to combine context documents and extract information from 
them (p. 6, Sect. 5.2.3) to create new output documents, i.e., presentation documents in 
response to user queries. Capra teaches dynamically filtering the context grammar 
based on the contents of the files. Bryan teaches creating a voice portal for a user 
according to the user profile and user classifications (Col. 9, 1. 23-60). Bryan teaches 
searching a structured document to extract user specified information (Col. 8, 1. 28-46). 
Bryan teaches that each user may specify his or her own grammar. 

Both Capra and Bryan are analogous art, since both are directed toward 
searching and presenting information from the web via a voice interface. It would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Capra 
to Bryan, since Capra teaches creating a structured document containing context 
grammar to help provide access to the shared context for other applications thereby 
increasing the portability and accessibility of the shared context, and Bryan teaches 
dynamic voice content delivery and would therefore have the benefit of the portable 
shared context and user query method taught by Capra. 

Regarding dependent claim 11, Bryan teaches that a user may create a 
unique, personalized voice portal with keywords, and audio macros, i.e., prerecorded 
presentation control instructions, which are linked with user classifications, such as data 
sources of interest, as well as the user identification (Col. 9, 1. 22-60). The user uses 
the prerecorded keywords or macros to access and be presented with presentation 
elements, such as a stock quote or user specified information (Col. 11,1. 6-54). The 
user creates his or her own presentation grammar, and the voice portal is created from 
an original template document (Col. 12, 1. 9-31). 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Bryan teaches that the user may identify 
presentation attributes such as the order in which searches will be presented, identifying 
a classification identifier input by the user, and inserting the identifier into the voice 
portal, i.e., structured document, in association with the search presentation (Col. 12, 1. 
60-Col. 13, 1. 30). 

Regarding dependent claim 13, while Bryan teaches that each user defines a 
unique presentation grammar, Bryan does not explicitly teach the limitations of 
dependent claim 13, however, Capra teaches creating a grammar for the structured 



Application/Control Number: 10/756,158 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2176 

document using the Java Speech Grammar Format version 1 .0. Capra teaches 
identifying the content type of the original document; selecting, in dependence upon the 
content type, a full presentation grammar from among a multiplicity of full presentation 
grammars; and filtering the full presentation grammar into a presentation grammar for 
the structured document in dependence upon the structural elements of the structured 
document (p. 6, Col. 2 and p. 7 Col. 1). Capra teaches the use of a dynamic context 
free grammar (CFG). 

Both Capra and Bryan are analogous art, since both are directed toward 
searching and presenting information from the web via a voice interface. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Capra 
to Bryan, since Capra teaches creating a structured document containing context 
grammar to help provide access to the shared context for other applications thereby 
increasing the portability and accessibility of the shared context, and Bryan teaches 
dynamic voice content delivery and would therefore have the benefit of the portable 
shared context and user query method taught by Capra. 

Regarding independent claim 14 and dependent claims 15-26, claims 14-26 
reflect the system used for implementing the methods claimed in independent claim 1 
and dependent claims 2-13, and are rejected along the same rationale. 

Regarding independent claim 27 and dependent claims 28-39, claims 27-39 
reflect the computer program product comprising a recording medium used for 
implementing the methods claimed in independent claim 1 and dependent claims 2-13, 
and are rejected along the same rationale. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amelia Rutledge whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7508. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:30 - 6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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